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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the application filed on 25 May 2001 . Claims 
1-21 are pending. Claims 1-21 are directed to a method for a "Review Data 
Retrieval System." 

2. The Examiner notes that claims 4-6 have been amended removing 
reference to an improper multiple dependent claim and claims 16-21 have been 
added. 

Specification 

3. The Abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it begins with 
language that can be implied. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01 (b). 
The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information 
given in the title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, 
The disclosure concerns," "The disclosure defined by this invention," "The 
disclosure describes etc..." In this case the language:" The present invention 
aims at" can be implied. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 9 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c) as being in improper form 
because a multiple dependent claim should refer to other claims in the alternative 
only, and cannot depend from any other multiple dependent claim. See MPEP 

§ 608.01 (n). Appropriate correction is required. 

5. Claims 12-21 are objected to because as required by 37 CFR 1.75 (f), 
claims shall be numbered consecutively in Arabic numerals. Claim 1 1 is missing 
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therefore, the numbering sequence of the remainder of the claims is broken. See 
MPEP § 608.01 (i). Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
6. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Regarding claim 3, the word "etc." renders the claim indefinite because 
the claim includes elements not actually disclosed (those encompassed by 
"etc."), thereby rendering the scope of the claim unascertainable. See MPEP 
§ 2173.05(d). However, in order to expedite a complete examination of the 
instant application the invention as recited in claim is understood to exclude the 
word "etc." 

The word "sever" at line 7 in claim 4 must be corrected. 

Regarding claim 7, it is rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112 as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention due to ambiguous language. A 
reasonable artisan skilled in the art could not comprehend the claims as written. 
The claim recites: "...it can be retrieved from the client..." It is not clear what the 
boundary of the claim is. Hence, the scope of the claim is unascertainable. 

However, in order to provide a more complete examination the Examiner 
asserts that this invention is understood as: "...a document can be retrieved for 
the client...." 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 5103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zucknovich et al. (US 5,940,843.) in view of Husick et al. (US 5,717,914) 

Zucknovich teaches the invention substantially as claimed including a 
repository server, which receives research, documents from contributors. A 
restriction subsystem server is selectively coupled to the contributor workstation. 
The restriction subsystem server that includes, manages, and stores "restriction" 
and "review" information of companies relative to contributors. (See abstract). 
Claim 1 : 

Referring to claim 1 , Zucknovich teaches a review data retrieval system in which 
a server having a review database and a client retrieving and obtaining data of a 
desired review from the server are connected to a network, wherein:(See Fig. 1 ) 

said server has at least a title of a book whose review or an introductory 
remark is carried by a medium in the database and a name of the medium 
carrying the review or the introductory remark; and 

at a request of the client, at least the title of the book and a number of 
times the review or the introductory remark is carried by the medium are output 
to the client through the network. 
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Zucknovich teaches a server which has a title, an author, a review which 
at the request of a client is sent to the requester. (See Fig.1 and Fig. 2 ). 
Zucknovich does not explicitly suggest a medium, which carries the review or 
introductory remark. However, Husick teaches such concept. (See Fig. 4A and 
col. 17, lines 4-6). Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention 
for an artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the repository system taught by 
Zucknovich with the method for categorizing documents as disclosed by Husick. 
This system reduces the burden on an individual having to search for a particular 
book. Therefore, claim 1 is rejected. 
Claim 2 : 

Referring to claim 2, Zucknovich teaches the system according to claim 1 , 
wherein said server further comprises in the database the data of reading 
characters of a title of a book, a name of an author or editor, a name of a 
publisher, a name of a reviewer or selector to be output to the client through the 
network. 

Zucknovich teaches a server which has a title, an author, a review, a 
reviewer which at the request of a client is sent to the requester. (See Fig.1 and 
Fig. 2). Zucknovich does not explicitly suggest the name of a publisher. However, 
Husick teaches such concept. (See Fig. 5 (422), col. 14, lines 28-30). 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an 
artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the repository system taught by 
Zucknovich with the method for categorizing documents as disclosed by Husick. 
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This system reduces the burden on an individual having to search for a particular 
book. Therefore, claim 2 is rejected. 
Claim 3 : 

Referring to claim 3, it recites the system according to claim 1 or 2, 
wherein said server further comprises in the database the data of a year and a 
month of a publication, a publisher, an issuer, a type, an ISBN code, a list price, 
and a price of a body of a first edition, a second impression, printing, revised 
version of a book to be output to the client through the network. 

Zucknovich does not suggest the limitations of this claim. However, Husick 
expressly teaches the claim limitations. (See Fig. 5; col. 2, lines 50-55; col. 27, 
lines 34-37; and col. 14, lines 28-30). Hence, it would have been obvious at the 
time of the invention for an artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the repository 
system taught by Zucknovich with the method for categorizing documents as 
disclosed by Husick. This system provides for accurate record keeping as may 
be required by a publisher for royalty payments purposes. Therefore, claim 3 is 
rejected. 
Claim 4 : 

Referring to claim 4, it recites the system according to claim 1 or 2 
wherein said server further comprises in the database the data of a field of the 
book, a field, an issue date, a publication date, a magazine code, a listing year, 
month, and page of the review or the introductory remark of the medium on 
which the review or the introductory remark of the book is listed to be output to 
the client through the network. 
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Zucknovich teaches an issue date, a publication date, a field and page 
count at col. 14, lines 57-59 and col. 20, lines 53-65. Zucknovich does not 
expressly suggest a document (magazine) code. However, Husick extensively 
teaches document code (identification) at col. 19, lines 8-32. Hence, it would 
have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of ordinary skill in 
the art to use the repository system taught by Zucknovich with the method for 
categorizing documents as disclosed by Husick. 

This system provides for accurate search results and flexible search 
query. Therefore, claim 4 is rejected. 
Claim 5 : 

Referring to claim 5, it recites the system according to claim 1 or 2 
wherein said server further comprises a summary of contents of the book to be 
output to the client through the network. 

Zucknovich does not expressly suggest a summary of contents. However, 
Husick expressly discloses summary (synopsis) for the document at col. 20, line 
65. Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan 
of ordinary skill in the art to use the repository system taught by Zucknovich with 
the method for categorizing documents as disclosed by Husick. 

Providing a summary (synopsis) of the document allows a user to 
ascertain that the contents of the document is of interest. Therefore, claim 5 is 
rejected. 



1 
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Claim 6 : 

Referring to claim 6, it recites the system according to claim 1 or 2 
wherein said server further comprises a graphic database containing the graphic 
data of the cover of the book to be output to the client through the network. 

Zucknovich does not expressly suggest a graphic database. However, 
Husick expressly discloses a graphic database at col. 4, lines 7-10 and Fig. 4C. 
Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to use the repository system taught by Zucknovich with the 
method for displaying information as disclosed by Husick. This system provides a 
searching/retrieval system which can query a library or database and identify not 
only text documents, but also multi-media files stored in the library or database 
that are relevant to the query. Therefore, claim 6 is rejected. 
Claim 7 : 

Referring to claim 7, it recites the system according to claim 4, wherein 
said server includes the database such that it can be retrieved from the client 
using a keyword indicating a name of a medium containing a review or an 
introductory remark, a field of the medium, a field of a book, or contents of the 
book. 

Zucknovich teaches a database containing a magazine. Zucknovich fails 
to explicitly suggest keyword field of a medium, book or contents of the book. 

However, Husick expressly discloses keyword, field, or content (synopsis) 
of the document at col. 20, lines 44-65. Hence, it would have been obvious at the 
time of the invention for an artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the repository 
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system taught by Zucknovich with the method for categorizing documents as 
disclosed by Husick. 

This system provides for accurate search results and flexible search 
query. Therefore, claim 7 is rejected. 
Claim 8 : 

Referring to claim 8, it recites the system according to claim 4, wherein 
said a server which outputs results of counting the number of processes of 
specifying retrieval by the client in the database for each medium on which a 
review or an introductory remark is listed, for each field of a medium, for each 
title of a book, for each field of a medium, for each title of a book, for each field of 
a book , for each author, for each publisher, or for each keyword to the client 
through the network. 

Zucknovich teaches a medium, a title, an author, a publisher. Zucknovich 
fails to explicitly suggest counting the number of processes of specifying retrieval 
by the client in the database for each medium. However, Husick expressly 
discloses a query log table database at col. 36, line 65 through col. 37 line 8. 
Furthermore, Husick teaches document title, author, publisher name, and 
publication date at col. 14, lines 28-29. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an 
artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the repository system taught by 
Zucknovich with the method for logging the number of processes of query 
retrieval as disclosed by Husick. This provides for royalty payment computations. 
Therefore, claim 8 is rejected. 
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Claim 9 : 

Referring to claim 9, it recites the system according to claim 1 or 2 
wherein said database is sequentially deleted if a predetermined period has 
passed. 

Zucknovich fails to explicitly suggest deletion of records in the database. 
However, Husick expressly discloses purging documents from the data center. It 
is implicit that time is an element in the factors used to purge. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an 
artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the repository system taught by 
Zucknovich with the method for purging documents from the data center as 
disclosed by Husick. This provides for an efficient and up-to-date database 
because storage space is limited. Therefore, claim 9 is rejected. 
Claim 10 : 

Referring to claim 10, it recites the system according to claim 1 , wherein 
said server outputs data of a number of times of listing on a medium a review or 
an introductory remark for each book, for each field of the book, for each 
publisher, or for each author in a descending order within a predetermined term 
of listing the review or the introductory remark for each book, for each field of the 
book, for each publisher, or for each author. 

Zucknovich fails to explicitly suggest outputting the number of times 
of listing on a medium. However, Husick expressly discloses a retrieval account 
table database and a new query log entry, which is incremented for each 
document found which meets a minimum relevance threshold. 
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Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an 
artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the repository system taught by 
Zucknovich with the method for keeping track of how many times a query is 
successful as disclosed by Husick. This provides for royalty payment 
computations. Therefore, claim 10 is rejected. 
Claim 11 : 

Claim 11 is missing. 
Claim 12 : 

Referring to claim 12, it recites the system according to claim 1 , wherein 
said medium is a magazine or a newspaper. 

Zucknovich fails to explicitly suggest a magazine or newspaper as a 
medium. However, Husick expressly discloses said medium at col. 17, lines 4-7. 

Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an 
artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the repository system taught by 
Zucknovich with the media as disclosed by Husick. Magazines and newspapers 
carry the reviews that this invention is based upon. Therefore, claim12 is 
rejected. 
Claim 13 : 

Referring to claim 13, Zucknovich expressly teaches a personal computer, 
a LAN terminal, or a mobile type communications appliance. (See col. 3, lines 
13-17.) Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an 
artisan of ordinary skill in the art to use the computer system taught by 
Zucknovich. Therefore, claim 13 is rejected. 
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Claim 14 : 

Referring to claim 14, Zucknovich expressly teaches a list of reports. (See 
col. 3, lines 40-47 and 56-62.) Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of 
the invention for an artisan of ordinary skill in the art to make use of the list taught 
by Zucknovich. Therefore, claim 14 is rejected. 
Claim 15 : 

Referring to claim 1 5, Zucknovich teaches classification of the books 
based on the reviews and displays the books as a list and outputs the data to the 
client through the network. Zucknovich teaches the concept of mapping into 
"common" terminology as used by the relational database at col. 7, lines 20-25. 
Hence, it would have been obvious at the time of the invention for an artisan of 
ordinary skill in the art to make use of the classification taught by Zucknovich. 
Therefore, claim 15 is rejected. 
Claims 16-21 

These claims do not teach or define any significantly new limitations 
above and beyond claims 1-15 to warrant particular treatment, and therefore, are 
rejected for similar reasons. 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Emmanuel Coffy whose telephone number is 
(703) 305-0325. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 5:00 P.M. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Ario Etienne can be reached on (703) 308-7562. The fax 
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phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 

Emmanuel Coffy 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2157 
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